
10-02-1995 1iI3:1EPM FRO'1

CASE 94.-C-0095

local exchange services since that date {the new entrants) .1/
The incumbent carriers are full service, facilities-based local
exchange carriers, as are those new entrants which have received
that authorization since February 10, 1994. The Commission
intends to review, and possibly revise, the requirements for
local exchange carriers later in this proceeding.

CARRIER INIERCONNECTION~/

fYndamGntal principles
In the March 8, 1995 order J the Commission tentatively

adopted four basic principles developed during the initial
collaborative phase of this proceeding. They are:

• Customers must be able to call all valid telephone
numbers.

• Traffic and information between local exchange
carriers must be exchanged.

• Local exchange carriers are entitled to
compensation for the costs of the traffic and
services provided to each other.

• Compensation charges and rates should be cost
based, uniform, and non-discriminatory, and
encourage long-term efficiency.

11 Two carriers--Teleport and MFS--are new entrant, local
exchange carriers by virtue of the Commission's ruling in Case
92-C-0665 establishing requirements for NNX allocations.

~/ Appendix A graphically depicts the opera~ion of the carrier
interconnection framework adopted in this order.
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At discussions with the parties, the principles, which

are fundamental to che framework which will be adopted for

intercarrier connection and compensation, were generally endorsed

and will be adopted.

Ex;hanq. of Traffic It Meet Points

More specifically, the Commission tentatively decided

that:

• tariffs should be filed for the exchange of local
traffic at established -meet points";

• the rates for the interchanged traffic at those
meet points should be symmetrically applicable
among local exchange carriers;

• carriers using alternative interconnection
arrangements provided by another carrier would be
required to offer equivalent forms of
interconnection to the other carrier;

• new entrants and small incumbent carriers should
be excused from filing cost studies as long IS the
interconnection rates they charge are no more than
those of the largest local exchange carrier
serving the LATA;

• flat rate (i.e., unmeasured) options should be
offered as an alternative to measured rate (e.g.,
per minute) tariffs;

• the incumbent local exchange companies should make
available a common interconnection meet point in

their local service areas, at their tandem
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switching locations (or the equivalent thereof},

for the interconnection of new entrants with the

incumbents, as well as interconnection among the

new entrants themselves.

Most of these specifications were acceptable to the
paTties. Issues were raised with respect to the requirement for
equal meet point rates and flat rate charges. In addition,

related issues were raised concerning the requirement that new

entrants provide intra-LATA presubscription and the transition

approach to be followed in the areas served by smaller

incumbents. Except where otherwise decided below, the Commission

adopts as final the tentative determinations on these matters
described in the March 8, 1995 order.

1. Equal Meet Poine Rates

Incumbent telephone companies have a network

architecture that uses interoffice facilities such as a tandem

switch to aggregate calls from relatively numerous central

offices, each located relatively close to customers. Some new
entrants may not duplicate this network; for example, they could
use 'fewer tandems and local switches, but longer local loops to
customers.

New entrants are concerned that equal meet point rates

not imply a requirement that their networks replicate those of

incumbents. They believe that modern networks will replace
tandems and related interoffice facilities with different network

architectures. Incumbents, on the other hand, contend that it
would be inefficient to require them to pay tandem switching
charges where no tandem switch is actually pre.ent.

The requirement for equal meet point rates is a

reasonable transitional app~oach, which recognizes that the

architecture of new entrant networks is not likely to duplicate

that of incumbents. Thus, while a new entrant's network may not
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have a tandem switch, where the access it provides an incumbent

is functionally equivalent to a tandem, it will be allowed to

charge the incumbent's tandem rates at the meet point.~/ In
that circumstance, new entrants will also be required to provide

the incumbent appropriate interconnection options within their
network that would allow the incumbent access to more efficient

connections or, alternatively, rates lower than the equal meet
point rates. This structure adequately addresses the incumbents'

efficiency concerns.

2. flat R&te Pricing Option

A number ot incumbents object to the requirement that
an unmeasured service alternative be offered. They asserted that
the dual availability of flat rate and usage-based charges could
be discriminatory, and that flat rate options were not

compensatory.
Flat rate options benefit all carriers, incumbents and

new entrants alike, by reducing the administrative costs
associated with minute-of-use billing, and are particularly
useful to smaller incumbents who may not have the facilities to
bill on a usage basis. Flat rate charges should cover costs,
which ensures that, in the aggregate, they will be set at
compensatory levels. Furthermore, because of the different costs

associated with the provision of flat rate and usage-based

options, rates whieh differ ar~ not ~ ~ discriminatory .

.1/ Functional equivalence is not, in this context, measured by
the size of a carrier'S operation, or the architecture employed;
rather, it is the ability to terminate calls to all customers
served by a carrier's unique, stand alone network by delivery to
a single point of interconnection.
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3. IntraLAIA presubscr1ption for New Entrants

New entrants contend that they should not be required

to provide their customers the ability to designate a pre
subscribed carrier for the direct dialing of intraLATA or inter
region calls. They argue chat they should be permitted to bundle
the provision of local and intraLATA toll calling, without

allowing their customers to pre-subscribe to an alternative
intraLATA toll provider. Despite the expressed preference of the
new entrants, however, no compelling arguments have been advanced
to refute the recommendations of staff that equitable
considerations support requiring intraLATA presubscription.
Furthermore, it is likely to be easier to implement this practice
now, when new entrants are beginning their network planning.
Therefore, all local exchange carriers shall provide for
intraLATA presubscription, and those carriers that have not
already done so are directed to prOVide staff with an
implementation plan within 90 days of the issuance of this order.

4. Transition to New Compensation Framework
for Smaller Incumbents

Staff had proposed that the existing "bill and keepn

arrangements applicable to local traffic excbanged between

incumbent local exchange carriers be phased out for independent
telephone companies and that smaller carriers be accorded
flexibility in the implementation of new local compensation
arrangements. Staff's proposal would permit smaller carriers to
retain their existing compensation arrangements on non
competitive local routes. Staff also observed that the impact
of the phase-out of EAS settlements (directed in other
proc.edings) would be evaluated in the universal service phase of

this proceeding.
The New York State Telephone Association (NYSTA)

generally supports this proposal, although it offers a slightly
different implementation plan, in which existing EAS settlements
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would be completely phased out before the replacement of "bill

and keep" arrangements with local exchange carrier access
charges. NYSTA 'also proposes different criteria for determining
whether or not competition existed, the circumstance that would
trigger the termination of the -bill and keepft arrangements.

under NYSTA's proposal, termination charges differ

depending on whether the competition for local service in the
incumbent territory comes from a new entrant or another

incumbent. In the former case, cost-based charges would apply;

in the latter, the smaller of the incumbents determines whether
to retain the existing billing arrangement. NYSTA suggests that
this approach avoids changes to existing arrangements based
solely upon competitive encroachment by another carrier, and
provides smaller companies with additional protection during the
transition to a competitive environment. NYSTA's proposals
provide a reasonable balance between recogniZing the impact of

local competition and respecting the long-standing arrangements

of existing prOViders. They will be adopted and implemented.~1

Interconnection Requirements

The folloWing conclusions; tentatively endorsed in the
March e order and unopposed by the parties, are finally adopted.

• The Commission's existing Open Network

Architecture rules are adequate to provide the
necessary interconnections among competitors and
incumbent local service providers.

~/ ~ a clarification, the transitional approach adopted here for
the independent companies applies to all independents, including
the subsidiaries of Rochester Telephone Corp., and Ogden
Telephone which is physically surrounded entirely by Rochester'S
service territory. Pending further review, the terms of the
Rochester Open Market Plan apply within Rochester's territory.
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• Coopera~ive practices among the providers of local

service should be encouraged and closely

monitored.

• Shared use of bottleneck facilities is essential,
and the terms of such arrangements should balance
the impact on competitive entry. fairness co
incumbents, and impact on consumers.

itficient InterconnectiQn Among Local EXChange Carriers

Effective local service competition requires
technically and economically efficient interconnection among all

local exchange carriers. Both Rochester Telephone Corp. and New
York Telephone Company offer interconnection points at their
local and tandem switching locations, and both prOVide
arrangements for other carriers to collocate facilities at these

l~cations. The interconnection framework proposed by scaff in
this proceeding contemplated that interconnection between the new
entrants. as well as between a new entrant and the incumbent,
could be made at locations such as the tandem. Such
interconnections could be made direccly between the new entrants
(if they had collocated facilities at the tandem) or through
economically efficient connection arrangements provided by the
incumbent at the tandem location.

The incumbents questioned the Commission's authority to
require them to facilitate interconnections between compecitors
at the incumbent'S facilities, asserting that requiring such
connection would exceed the Commission'S statutory authority, and
constitute an unconstitutional caking.

The Commission has the auchority to require such
interconnection, pursuant to its responsibility to ensure
adequate and reliable telephone service. Service reliability is
enhanced by the interconnection of carriers with each ocher at
multiple points. and not only through either direct connections,
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or the incumbent LEC. The greatest reliability for a direct
connection between collocated carriers appears achievable by
their connection at the point of collocation. Therefore,
consistent with the Commission's guidelines for the provision of
comparably efficient interconnection--incerconnection which is
both technically and economically comparable to actual
collocation on reasonable terms--local exchange carriers should,
upon request. provide such services as may be necessary to

facilitate interconnections between other carriers at cost-based

rates.

INIERCAARIER COMPENSATION
Int roduct. ion

The March 8 order asked the parties to consider a
framework, proposed by staff, that would establish a local access
charge to be paid by and to carriers exchanging traffic in the
local area. The local area was defined, in a manner compatible
with the existing division between the toll and local markets, as
the home region downstate or the Band A calling area upstate.
That local access charge would be set at or near incremental
cost.

This approach was, in essence, a continuation of the
historic development of carrier access charges. Onder those

arrangements, charges assessed by local exchange carriers for the
use of their networks to originate or terminate calls depends, in
part, on where the call originated or where it is destined to be
terminated. It was a departure from tbe interim policy adopted
by the Commission for local carrier access during the pendency of
this proceeding (generally referred to as ·play or pay"),
pursuant to which lower, cost-based access charges, unrelated to
call origination or termination points, were available only to
those local exchange prOViders holding themselves out as offering
the full range of universal service obligations, including
residential and Lifeline service.
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Staff reports that this proposal was the most

controversial of those considered in the reopened discussions,

and was not endorsed by the parties most likely to be engaged in

the provision of local exchange service--the incumbent local
exchange carriers and new entrant providers. A number of
alternative proposals were discussed by the parties.

Basic: Framework

1. New York Telephone!NYSTA/Local Competitor
A~ternative (Joint P~QPo,al)

A proposal supported by all of the parties except the
inte~exchange carriers, would define the local service area to
include the entire New York Telephone LATA (upstate or
downstate), and ~~uld establish a different, lower, access charge
to be paid by full service, facilities-based local exchange
providers. Service providers offering only niche services (e.g.
business-only) and those offering local exchange service (e.g.

inter~change carriers) would continue to pay existing access
charges.

This alternative is essentially an expansion of the
existing compensation arrangement agreements, and at least one
cable company competitor and New York Telephone had been on the
verge of concluding such an arrangement when the March 8 order,
with staff's compensation ?roposal, was issued. The proponents
of the ~oint Proposal ~rgue ~hat it is only by offering different
rates for full service providers that widespread local
competition will be encouraged and achieved.

The interexchange carrier., which do not appear to have
immediate plans ~o enter the local market as full service
providers of local dial tone, oppose the Joint Proposal. They
assert that the higher access charges they would have co pay at
each end of a call would competitively disadvantage them in the
provision of inter-region (or intraLATA toll) calling. They

-11-
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point out, as well, that defining eligibility for the lower

access charge is not administratively simple, and they warn of a

potential for dislocations from year to year. Indeed, NYSTA

proposed some specific guidelines (e.g., percentage of

residential and Lifeline customers served) for eligibility that

were problematic for many of the parties.

2. AT&T Alternative
At the conclusion of the discussions and later by

written correspondence with the parties, AT&T proposed another

alternative. Under AT&T's proposal, a lower priced access charge
would be implemented in the home region for all carriers, while

full service, facilities-based carriers only would be charged the
lower access charge in the entire LATA. An important part of
this plan, however, was the availability ot links for resale at

incremental cost.l/

3. Discussion
Meaningful competition requires that there be

alternative sources from which customers may purchase dial tone.

A framework that provides lower access charges to full service,
facilities-based local service providers would be likely to
stimulate the development of alternative networks, and would

properly reflect the risks assumed by carriers that offer the

full range of telephone services through their own facilities.

Where no such recognition is provided, it is not likely that
carriers will have the same incentive to develop alternative
sources of dial tone, or to provide a full range of services
consistent with the public interest. Thus, after consideration
of all the discussion, staff recommends the Commission adopt the
joint proposal as a general framework for local ineercarrier

compensation .

• 1 The wholesale price of links is the subject ot petitions for
reconaideration in Case 92-C-1174, and will be examined in
another phase of this proceeding.
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CUrrent carrier access charges include a contribueion

to the costs of universal service. Like toll rates, carrier

access charges have traditionally recovered a portion of local
loop co.ts, a logical result of the necessity of the local
network to the provision of both local &nd longer-haul service.

From the perspective of competitive equity ana economic
afficiency, it would be desirable to have access charges, both
toll and local, priced at incremental cost. However, it is clear

that incremental cost based access charges do not provide for any

contribution flows among the carriers, including local service
providers, that might be found necessary to promote and protect
universal service. 1 /

All of ehe parties involved in this collaborative
process agree that if all access were priced optimally--that is,
at incremental cost--intercarrier compensation would not be an
issue. But, since it cannot now be so priced, the local
intercarrier compensation framework should be designed to

encourage the development of meaningful local competition while
continuing to support universal service.

The compensation framework proposed by the parties who
will engage in that competition appears most likely to meet these
dual goals for now. The Joint Proposal, a~ modified by the other
findings here, will be approved as the compensation framework for
the exchange of local traffic. While the rates themselves may
require modification upon consideration of the options to be
presented for universal service funding in Module 1 of this
proceeding, the basic framework is adopted.

~I Potential competitors have argued that, for economic
efficiency, the costs of access and costs of network contribution
~hould be separately identified and paid. This and other
universal service concerns are currently under consideration in
forthcoming portions of this proceeding. Ontil other methods of
funding the continued provision of universal telephone service
are decided, it is apparent that all such contribution cannot
abruptly be removed from carrier access charges.

I
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The Joint Proposal contains many specific features that

are not being adopted here. For example, it offers to resolve

matters related to number portability, directories, directory
assistance, databases, interconnections, 911, universal service

contribution, and cooperative practices. These are matters which

th~ Commission expects to address in future orders. Several
other issues require comment now, however.

Carrier Eligibilitv

Staff had proposed three criteria to determine

carriers' eligibility for compensation:

• Certification as a telephone corporation
authorized to provide local exchange service in

the state.

• Allocation of an NNX code for that purpose.

• Provision of local di&l tone to customers.

These criteria were put forth in the context of an
intercarrier compensation approach different from what is

ultimately being approved in this order and they focus largely on

the facilitieS-based characteristics of local carriers. While

not inconsistent with the approved framework, the criteria do not
address the standard for determining when new entrant companies
ar.e facilities-based, full-service prOViders, and entitled to

exchange traffic on that basis. Although there was some

d~scussion with respect to the full service criteria, and, in
f~ct, a specific proposal from NYSTA, that matter is not yet ripe
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for resolution, and will be addressed in the remainder of this
proceeding.Jr.1

As discussed elsewhere in this order, the Commission

has identified in prior rulings those carriers that meet the
interim standard of facilities-based, full service carriers.
And, as the Commission has elsewhere concluded, certain local
exchang~ carriers do not offer local exchange service consistent
with these standards. In essence, such local exchange carriers
are either not facilities-based, or full service, or both. The
framework the Commission is establishing allows those otherwise

eligible, facilities-based carriers to be compensated, but on
different terms inasmuch as their provision of local exchange
service differs from that of other local exchange carriers. Such
carriers will be held to the compensation requirements of this
order and may charge the local termination rates (minus any

carrier cornmon line charge) of the largest carrier serving the
LATA. However, since such carriers do not directly support the
universal service obligation associated with residential and

Lifeline service, they will pay the carrier access charges,

including ~he carrier common line charge normally applied to
interexchange carriers, and appropriate universal service
elements for calls they terminate ~o others.

Negotiationi Between Carriers

In establishing this framework, it is not the
Commission's intent to prevent carriers from negotiating terms

~ The distinction between facilities-based, full-service
carriers and those without facilities has engendered comment and
c~ntroversy. Our approach, which provides that only facilities
based carriers are eligible for the lower priced local access
arrangements, will provide an initial incentive to spur the
development of al~ernative local facilities. This distinction.
however, may need to be reexamined in light of the actual
workings of the local exchange market and the outcome of future
phases of this proceeding, in order to ensure that competitive
opportunities are being maximized.
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that may vary from it. Local exchange carriers a.re advised that

the framework instituted here must, at a minimum, be available to
others. However, mutually acceptable variations are permitted as

long as those arrangements are available to other local carriers

on non-discriminatory terms. It is also emphasized that

implementation of the framework here will require substantial,
good faith negotiation between local exchange carriers on various
company-specific details, such as the establishment of mutually

acceptable meet points and the like. !t is expected that the

carriers will resolve these matters themselves by direct

negotiation. In particular, incumbent carriers, particularly
Rochester and New York Telephone, are advised to be fair in such

negotiations, and to be guided by the existing, cooperative joint

service arrangement6 and long-standing practices of the telephone

industry for determining details such as reasonable meet point
practices {e.g., maintenance terms or joint ownership of meet

point facilities, and the use of records for segregating toll and

local traffic) and the location of physical meet points

consistent with this framework

Interexchanqe Tr,ffic

Local exchange carriers are also authorized to file
tariffs to charge for access by interexchange carriers to their

local customers. In their tariffs, new entrant local exchange

carriers have been authorized to charge for such access, subject
to the constraint that their rates not exceed those of the
largest carrier in the LATA without a showing that such rates are
cost-based and in the public interest, This practice is

reasonable, as the charges paid by the interexchange carrier are
no higher than the existing rates and the recovery of revenues to
o~fset a portion of the cost of the local loop is no less valid

for such carriers. Thus, it will be continued pending a

determination of the universal service issues in this proceeding,
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and a review of appropriate the level of the carrier access rates

for such local exchange carriers in Case 28425.

PlRiCIORY L*ST!NG~ AND PUBLICATION

In the March 8 order, the Commission tentatively

adopted several staff recommendations, pending the results of the

additional meetings with the parties. Specifically, the
Commission tentatively adopted staff's conclusions that, during
the period of transition to a competitive local service market,
and absent a mutually agreed upon alternative arrangement,
incumbent local excr~nge carriers would be required to publish
new entrant telephone listings in their directories; new entrants
would not receive any compensation for their listings; and
incumbent local exchange carriers would not receive a fee for
publishing the listings. Additional revenues received from the
5&1e of directory listings to third parties would be shared
between the new entrant and incumbent.

These tentative conclusions were generally acceptable
to the parties, and they will be finally adopted as guidelines

for the provision of directory listings. In addition, the
parties resolved several issues related to implementaeion of

these determinations, which will also be adopted to guide
incumb~nts and new entrants in che absence of mutually agreed
upon alternative procedu.res·

• Incumbent carriers are responsible for making
directories available to new entrants for their
customers, while the new entrants are responsible
for distributing or arranging for the distributior
of the directories to their customers.

• Any type of enhanced listing currently tariffed b~

the incumbent will be made available to all end
users at the tariffed rate.
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• New entrants interested in offering "one-stop"

shopping to customers, which would include

advertising in NYNEX yellow pages, must make the

necessary arrangements with NIRe.

Finally, incumbent carriers are required to place a

st~tement in the informa~ional pages of the directory reminding
customers that there is more than one local service provider and
customers should be sure they are calling their own carrier if
they have a service problem.

OTHER PROCEEDINCG

As described in the order concerning the Performance
Regulation Plan for New York Tel~phone1/ the framework includes

the specific prices proposed by New York Telephone for its
in~erconnectionswith local exchange carriers, as shown on
Appendix B to that order. In the interests of furthering the
competitive environment fundamental to that plan, New York

Telephone is directed to file interconnection and compensation
terms consistent with thiS framework within lS days of the
issuance of this order.· Rapid compliance is not only integral to
the incentive plan, it is also recognized that the framework here
is based upon a proposal initially developed by the industry six
months prior, and the modifications have been the subject of
substantial collaboration during the interim. Other local
exchange carriers should consider carefully concurrence with the

New York Telephone tariff, once filed, as a means of implementing
reciprocal compensation ~erms, It is expected that New York
Tel~phone will prOVide such concurrences promptly, and the result

j

~/ ~asa 92-C-0665, New York Telephone Company - Incentive
Regulatory Plans - TraSk 2, Order Approving Performance
Re~latory Plan Subject to Modification (issued June 16, 1995),
p. ;tS.
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wobld be a standardization that would be boeh practical and
,

efficient.
Fur~her, now that this ?or~ion of the Compe;itioD I.

proceeding has concluded, the Commission expects to review, and

possibly modify, Rochester Telephone's Open Market Plan in this
c~ntext.~1 Since the framework instituted here offers

connection and compensation arrangements that vary from those
established by Rochester Telephone, the potential benefits to
consumers and local service competition will be considered in
determining whether modification of the Open Market Plan is in

the public interest.

The CommissiQn Orders;

1. In the absence of a mutually satisfactory
alternative arrangement, listings of customers subscribing to ne'
entrant local exchange companies should be published in the
alphabetical directory listings of the incumbent local exchange
company, as described in the body of this order.

2. The guidelines for the interconnection of competinl

local carriers, including the compensation plan, described in tn
body of ~his order, are adopted as the framework during the
~ransition to a competitive local exchange market for all local
exchange carriers.

3. New York Telephone Company is directed to file
interconnection, inter-carrier compensation, and directory
tariffs consistent with the terms of this order within 15 days 0

the date of this order, such tariffs to become effective upon
one-day's notice, on a temporary basis subject to refund, until
approved by the Commission on a permanent basis. The

.1 Op~ion No. 94-25, Qpiniqn And Order Appr9v~ng J9~nt
S;ipu1ation and Agreement, p. 32.
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requirements of 16 NYCRR 630.7 that newspaper publication be made

is waived.

4. Within 90 days of the date of this order, all local

exchange carriers that have not already done so shall submit to
staff a plan for the implementation of intraLATA presubscription.

5. This proceeding is continued.

By the Commission,

(Signed)
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• The 'argest incumbent in a given LATA is required to set rates for locnllennination at ils incremental costs for fuU service, facilities
based provitle..s
Entrant lOa)' set rate at or below incumbenl'~ withoul filing cost support. but may only chllrge higher rates upon It dt..monstration or the
public interesl and the filing of cost support

• Termination rates must be symmetrically applicable ftl meet points (tandem rate for tandem or tandem-like access; end office rale for end
oflice access)

• Flat and measured rate tcnninaHon options must be provided
• Loca' leouio.tion charges to facilities-based, futl service providers apply to calls placed anywhere between points in NYT's LATAs~

currently tariffed carrier access charges apply to calls placed between existing toll point!! whenever one ofthe toll points tenninales or
originatell in the territory of an independent
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Customer E but not Customer A)
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O.9t/lllitmtc o"lion of .Ittrttllt\ve .rterconnection

poillls (sltd, M Mee( Point });
however, i( is not required (h.t (Ite
illClllllbclI( ftCh..",y utilb:e Meet folut
). r~lffllll filII y also voluntarily c:hoose
to chllr&c (he lower "end orrlCe" rale at
Meet Point , (O,l~/minu(e) and (hus
avoid the requi..ecuen' to IlrOvlde Meet
I'oi"t )--

Not Applicable
-

CIt" delivered to Meet I'oinl I; rate is Entr.III"" option 10 ,"Iifd fM:ilities 10':rom C",lollter 0 (0 Cuslomer 1\
O.9¢/,"inulc deliver InifTH: 1o clld olTtce l'ervi,,~

Cus'ORler 1\, and choo!u 10 build '0

Tandem imtead
From C..stOftler C10 CuslOlller C

-' - ------
CIlII delivenxllo Meet "uittl"2,ratc is .Not "pt.licablc
O.ltftllillllte

FrOftI Customer D 10 Customer C ellit cklivered to Meel roint);· rale i!l Not Applk••e Meet Po;,,' J pI'ov;ctes IlIndem·like
O.9tlminute access, lind .flows icM:umben( to "lOre

efficiently route Ihb call (lower.
jllcuillbenl', cosu)

from Cntomer " to CIIStOfller F Not Appliuble C.II is delivered 10 Meet Point I; As requited by tM meet point
Inc\ltI\bt.tw's _Ie is tbe pot1ion of slrUctllre. lltc F.ntnnl"'lIy receive two
O.9tf.lIinule rale associated with bills-·one fro", the incumbcnt for ils
delivery 10 Meet Poi'" 4. d}.flts portion ohbe c.n (Mcct I'oinl , 1o
(r<HIl Meel Pokll4 to Customer f N'e Meet l'ohlt 4), ..MI oue frofU the:
bllsed upon Ihe Incumbent's IlOfmnl independenll.l!C (from Meel "oint "
cJuwge 10 I'te independent LEe for 10 cuslOiner F)

• local c.1I k:rtnililUon (-bill ,nd keep"
or tc"nin'lill~accen)
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Local Termination Call1)aths and Rates (continued)
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_. Sped.1 CQJ)sideraUons fOI' Indeven.cJent TelcpJlone ~oml)lIllies .

LECs A and n llre independent; l.e., incumbenlloeal"wirelinc· providers olher Ihan New York Telephone (NY"n or Rochester (RTC)
LEC B is smallest carrier (i.e.• it has lhe lowest total company revenue) and LECs A 800 Il lire both smaller thall RTC
LEe A Dnd 8 currentl)' exchange local traffic on a "bill & keel''' hasis
LEes A and 8 both exchange local trafflC'with NYT
LEe A receives an EAS settlement froll1 NYT; LEe 8 does not.
Only LEe II exdllUlges local traffic with nTC and thRt is 011 II "bill & keep" basis
Other independents in lhe slale continue 10 receive EAS settlements

....

$
~
eJ

~

~

II

..
I

I)

L

,)

,

11

"

J

I-

I

f;

II

r

j.,



Sft••''': Rtllllhuuhi, 01 LEe A to I.EC U Ittl.floa.", of l.f.C A RtlaUo••ltip .1 •.1<: IJ t. NyrlRTC
loNV1"RTC

I.f~(: " cllpl\lIch ii, 1lf'UI\CiftC terrifufy f() UK' n nllylkcHk 10 continue '1tit/ &. keep· Nodlllnge Nq dlllflgc
;"chlde altotde,illl clleh,.. eUlfcntly ,t1l\1iomhir for IIIOve 10 • ChM,ellbk IC'lllinallllC lICUSS'

ae'VI:~1 by I.I:.C It ii, dire.;( c...,petition b.,is with U:C A.
wifh H; I.f~C A pl"<""jdcs tfte (uft u,"se of
sa-W'k:-e., '~"Ultty ,.,...I_le in ils pre-
cllistiq OIIe'.lill' leuilury
f ,He II expands ii, OIlcretitlc ICnilOlY 1o As above, U~C U••s Ihe SllIlIller uuiet. 111',. decide 10 Nuehange: Nocltancc
..dude. ,,"IIde,"" e.xtNlI&e 'lineally continue '"bill&. keqJ" ,elalionship Of tDOlle '0 •
~a"VCd by I.m.: A; tEe U provide, Ihe full ChlUltClIbk ICf11'Iilttlli,,& 1I«c-1S·basis ",WII '.EC A
flIU&C ttf ",.kes /lQftuafly IIv..I'-"e in liS

pre-elliSli,. ope,... i.., lc:rrltOl}
._~-. ,.----~-" ..• ,- ~-_.,,-_._--_. .- "-1.1:-': "', HAS SCtlle"1""1IlS lU\: rlt.secl 11111. Nil clt.nge Nocl'·ce NudHlI'CI:

bul NYT 1,;(>t1.it1ttes III pay RllltMCttCs 10
u.lte, i".It,telkJeftf$ .-
New Hn"llR4 (,lien NY" end U!C It. 114\1 d,mlgc; howcvu, lhe new enkwtl "IU~ (lilY U~C It. N.ldtallce Nn '""''''Ie; New ""1"'''1111'''' pey Nvr
tenifMy fOf 'enniMlillg Iramc il deliver, III I.tC It., field 1.1:<': 1\ fur IUmillllti,,& Ir.mc it delivcfS lu Nvr,

""I!It P1l1 ((r"JinAling IttCSS fflr t,affic tktivered 10 New "ttI Nyr .I\ISI Pf/1IcJtlli...'i,.. JlCtAlU fot
B"I,..I 'r.me rklttlCfed·to New EMr.."

tEe A sets lIfJ a SCt*Rle sul!sidi..,. Itl No dt'"ltc; AJ'fitlte, ,"C, 81USI pay teulli".li". access Nuctl."gc No Ch.llce~ APritne, Inc: IMsC pay
",..Ilel se'l'kes '0 sdee.'ed Cll"Otm"S dIllies to NY'" ami LJ:C D 113 My MeW enl,••, wf)tl'cf Icunil1fll"IC teCe$S dwaes 10 NYl Md
catted A"lilae, hte AI"., 'ftC. llC:q\lin:!\ t.~C " IlS My lIew etlt'."l W(Mlld
lwo cI"lo"'en ••• hospi'lll ill NV...-,
Iellilory ANd ••'ipcr.)' .1.f.C U'~,

l;AS Setlkllteals eliJlllllllled lOr III Tenuit,...._, Access AI'fllieS ler",iRllI"1 Attt~5 Tcm,fftlld", A.c~ APIllies
i "$ Applies
U~" " Of It efl(CI$ RTC's territory 1o Nodt-.ge R'rC Ope" Mlldccf I'''," Inc Open Merkce ria" rales ",,,,I,. in
provick service in ~ilfo" '1IiM, RlC I.S apply ill RlC's RTC'1I tcrritofy

kuilory
RTC \:lllcfS dllte, U~t: I\, or U£ U's No cfNIJl!e U~Cs 1\ Of n""'y d«idc I.I~C$ A Of 0 'My dccltk In conlinllt "biff
lenitury. Uf hoth 10 conllnue "btU &: keel'" &. keel'" tclttlionship Of tf\ove tu a

~'uiOllShjp Of I\liWC 10 • cllflflcable Icrllliaali"lllCceM-h.~h wilh
d,"scllflle tcnlliMliug HIC
IlCCcss-b.sis wil" IrIC--j

CASE 94-C-Om~s
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- Special Considerations for Indel)endc.nt Telephone C;:omltanies (continued)
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ATTACHMENT D



t
.~.. -- ...... : '--.J"- .......

OCT 3 11995

BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTAnON COMMISSION

WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION,

Complainant.

v.

US WEST COMMUNICATIONS. INC.,

Respondent.

TCG SEATILE and DIGITAL DIRECT OF
SEATTLE. INC.,

Complainant,

v.

U S WEST COI\1MUNICATIONS. INC.,

Respondent.

TCG SEATTLE,

Complainant.

v.

GTE NORTHWEST I\fCORPORATED,

Respondent.

GTE NORTHWEST INCORPOR.A.TED.

Third Party Complainant.

v.

U S WEST COMMUl':ICATIONS. Ii':C

Third Party Respondent.

ELECTRIC LIGHTWAVE. INC..

Corr:plJllUnt.

v.

GTE NORTHWEST INCORPORATED.

Responde~:

t
't

)
) DOCKET NO. UT-941464
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

) DOCKET NO. UT-941465
)
)
)

.I
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

) DOCKET NO. UT-950146
)

)
)
)
")

)
)
)
)
) DOCKET NO. UT·950265
)

) FOURTH SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER
) REJECTING TARIFF FILINGS AND
) ORDERING REFlLING; GRANTING
) COMPLAINTS. IN PART
)

)

)


